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Castle Ballroom Development, LLC 
John Russell Camahan 
3150 Allen Ave. 
St. Louis, MO 63104 

Dear Mr. Camahan: 

RE: MUR 6327 

On July 20,2010, the Federal Election Commission notified Castle Ballroom 
Development, LLC of a complaint alleging violations of certain sections of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended. On November 3,2010, based upon the information 
contained in the complaint, and information provided by Karl Sandstrom of Perkins Coie. the 
Commission decided to dismiss the complaint and closed its file in this matter. Accordingly, the 
Commission closed its file in this inatter on November 3,2010. 

Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days. See 
Statement of Policy Regarding Disclosure of Closed Enforcement and Related Files, 68 Fed. 
Reg. 70,426 (Dec. 18,2003). A copy of the dispositive General Counsel's Report is enclosed for 
your information. 

If you have any questions, please contaa Kim Collins, the paralegal assigned to this 
matter, at (202) 694-1650. 

Sincerely, 

Christopher Hughey 
ĉtmg General Counsel 

BY: pen S. Jordan 
ISiipervisory Attdmey 
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2 BEFORE THE lEDERALELECnON COMMISSION 

4 IntheMatterof ^ 
. 5 

6 MUR 6327 
7 JOHN RUSSELL'"RUSS" CARNAHAN 
8 CARNAHAN IN CONGRESS AND 
9 LAWRENCE GIESLING, AS TREASURER 

^ 10 CASTLE BALLR(X)M DEVELOPMENT, LLC 
(s 11 
ra 12 
^ 13 GENERAL COUNSEL'S REPORT 
ra 

1̂  14 Under the Enforcement Priority System, matters that are ]ow-rated[ 

15 

CASE CLOSURE UNDER THB 
ENFORCEMENT PRIORITY 
SYSTEM 

16 are fiirwarded to the Commission with arecomniendation fiir dismissal The 

17 rfwrnniaginn haa determmeH that piimnng W-raieH mahrm̂  mrhxAin̂ ^ Tn"**ff« mny 

18 tune-baned under the Statote oflimitations, compared to ofher higher rated nutttersô  

19 Bnfbioement docket, warrants the exercise of its prosecutorial discretion to dismiss these 

20 cases. The Office ofGeneial Counsel scored MUR 6327 as a low-rated matter. 

21 In this ni8tter,complainam Edward R. Martm, Jr. alteges that Congressman Russ 

22 Camahan* may have illegdly converted contributions made to his campaign committeê  

23 Carndum in Congress (flui Russ Camahan fbr Congress) and Lawrence Gie8uig,m 

24 official capacity as treasurer C*the Conunittee'*),'to his personal usê  in violation of 

25 2 UJS.C. § 439a(b). Spedfically, tbe comphdnant aUeges that in Januaiy 2003, 

* Kfr. Martin and Congressman Carnahan are bofe seeking to f̂ reseat Missouri's 
Congressional Distiict 

' At the liinBoffee alleged viohtions. fee Gonmutlee's nanie waa *lbus8 Carnahan fin Googr̂  
llionatt Carnahan was fee CoimnittBe's treasurer. 
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1 Mr. Canudban, who was then a candidate finr Congress, his wife, Debra Carnahan, and two 

2 other mdividuals, Maiy Entrap and Lewis E. Reed, fiirmed a Umited UabiUty "coiporation" 

3 LCI entitied 'XHastie Balhoom Devdopment, LLC,*" C'Castie Balhoom") which purchased a 

4 buiMmg known as tiie "(>atieBdb»ombuildui8^m St Louis, Missouri. Subsequentiy, 

rs. 5 accordmg to the comphdnant, the Committee paid a total of$10,480 to Castie Bdhoom fiir 
H 

IS 6 'Irent," as disclosed in the Committee's 2003 July and October (Juarterly and Year End 
ra 
^ 7 Reports, and its 2004 April and July (̂ uffterly Reports. Citfaig die portion oftiie Federd 

^ 8 ElectionCampaign Act of 1971, as ainended ("the Act̂ "), that pertains to prohibited uses of 
0 
0 9 campaign fimds, the complainant mdntai'ns that contributions are deemed to be illegally 
HI 

10 conveited to'^persond use" ifthey are used fiir expenses that would exist "irrespective" of 

11 a candidate's campaign or duties as a federd office holder, including expenses audi as "a 

12 home mortgage, rent, or utiUty payinent(s)." See 2 U.S.C- §§ 439a(bXl) and (2)(A). The 

13 complainant concludes that Mir. Camahan's "use of campdgn contributions to pay rent fiir 

14 a building that was owned and controlled by a coiporation in whidi he and his wife were 

15 partnera and, thus, beneficiaries, viohdes botii the spuit and hitent" of die Act's '̂ persond 

16 use" prohibitions. 

17 In addition, tite conqildnant asserts that, acoordiiQ to the Comniittee'a 2004 Year 

18 End financid disclosure rq̂ it.Ca8tie BaUroom contributed $1,200 to the Coinmittee on 
19 December 1,2004, fbr Mr. Caroahan's 2006 primary dection. Accordmg to fhe 

20 complainant, Castie Bdhoom was taxed as a partnership, not a corporation 

* Alfeough fee comptainant characteiiaes Casde Ballroom aa a *̂ coiponition.* Castle Ballroom's 
Aitidea of OryniMrion, appended ta fee oonidaua as AtaMtensBt A 
liability *̂ oonq»ny.'' 
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1 (jeen.4,if!/hi). As auch, Castie BaUroom would have been pennitted to nidre 

2 contributions to poUticd committees, pursuant toll CF.R. § 110.1(g); however, 

3 according to the complainant, Castie Bdhoom may have fidled to infisim the Co^^ 

4 fhatitwaseUgibletomakethecontiibutionatissue,asrequiredby 11 CJPJL 

5 § 110.1(gX5). Further, the comphunant asserts that fhe Committee fidled to attribute the 

6 contribution to the individud Castie BaUroom membeits) finim whom the potentid 
rM 
OP 7 contribution originated, as required by ll CRR. §§ 110.1(e) and (£)(5). 
ra 
^ 8 Appended to the complaint, and lettered as Attachments A-J, are copies of the 
O 

Q 9 fiiUowmg: Articles ofOrganization fbr Castie Ballrooni, LLC, appaientiy signed by "John 

10 Russdl Camahan" and dated December 30,2002;* Certificate of Oiganization fiar Castie 

11 Ballroom, listed as a "Missouri.. .Limited Liability Company;" dated December 30,2004; 

12 what is described as a deed fiir Castie BaUroom's purchase ofthe Castle Bdhoom 

13 buildmg, recorded on Januaiy 14,2003; a deed Ustmg Debra Camahan, Mary Entnip, Russ 

14 (̂ amduni, and Lewis Reed as members of(>istie BaUroom; copies ofpagesfimn the 

15 Committee's financid reports discbsmg a totd of$10,400 in payoients to Castte BaUroom 

16 for'Yent;"'and copies ofpages finom the Committee's 2004 Year End Rqnirt disclosmg a 

17 $1,200 contributioafimn Castie Bdhoom OA DecenibeE 1,2004. 

18 * AMaŵgh fee cmnphunatft lefeieiKus feis exhibit as wppott fin his statement feat fee membera of 
Casde Balhoom dected to have feeir convaay taxed u a partBod̂  
exhibit does not le&r to Casde BBUTOOB'B tax status. Waweraunî ioaaceitoinOMdaBdlioom'siax 
status fiom the public record. 

' Hw payments are repoftad as fidtows: $1,000 on May 17,2003; SSOO m Jane 4,2003; $1,000 on 
June 12,2003; $S00 on Jdy 26̂  2003; SSOO on August 24̂  2003; SSOO on Avgnst 2S, 2003; $1,000 on 
Octdbei 8,2003; $1,000 on Deceniber 1.2003; $1,200 on Janasiy 1.2004; Sl .000. also on Januaiy 1,2004; 
$1,100 on Much 1.2004; and $1,100 on April 1.2004. 



MUR 6327 EPS dosuTB Report 
Page 4 

OPii 
• H ' 

OP 

ra 

0 

m 

1 LA response, Congressman Camdmn and tiie Committee (collectively, 

2 "respondents"), assert that, contraiy to the complahiant's aUegations, "Congress has 

3 expreasly apptoved of tiie use ofcainpdgn fimds to lease office space at fiur madntvdute 

4 fiom a candidate or a member of a candidate's fiunily," punuant toll C J.R. 

5 § 113.1(g)(1), whidi prohibits sudi rentd payments only "to the extent the payments 

6 exceed the ftir maiket vdue oftiie property usage." Also dting A.0.2000-02 (Hubbard), 

7 m whidi the Gomimsaon hdd that a committee was pemntted to rem office space owned 

8 by a candidate fiir campaign use, aa long as the oommittee pdd no more tiian feir market 

9 vdue, the respondents submit that there is no indication the Committee's rentd payments 

0 to Castie BaUroom exceeded the property's fidr market vahie. 

1 As for the $1,200 contiibution fioom Castie BaUroom on December 1,2004, the 

2 reqiondents do not deny that tiie contribution diould have been attributed to the 

3 appropriate Castie Bdhoom member or memben. They state, however, that the **8iiigle 

4 memo entiy," identified by the complainant, refiera to a transaction that occuned over five 

5 yem ago, and that any penaMes on the aUeged violation wouM be time-baned by tiie 

6 statute of limitations.* 

7 Aooonfingloinfiinnatian obtained fiom Dun and Bradstreet, Castie BaUroom, 

8 whicfa did not file ai response, qiparentiy terminated its existence as of May 17,2010. 

9 Based on the record in tfais matter, there is no indication fhat the Committee's rentd 

20 payments to Castie Bdlroom exceeded tiie property's fiur market vdue. Therefine. it does 

' Tbe ganeidftdBid five-year staluleofUimtationB. 28 U.S.C§ 2462, spplies to FBC civil 
enfinoement actions that seek tha myosition of dvil penalties. See FECv Williams, 104FJd237(9feCir. 
1996), cert denied. 522 US. lOlS (1997). 
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1 not appear tiud Congressman Camahan viohded the Ckimmisnon's "persond use" rules at 

2 2U.S.C.§439a(b)and 11 CF.R.§ 113.1(g)(1). Witii respect to Castie Bdfaoom's 

3 December 1,2004 qatfribution to tiie Committee, assuming that Castie Ballroom, a Umited ^ 

4 lidiiUtyconipany, chose to be taxed as a partnership, latiier than a coiporation and 80 
I 

Q 5 infimned the Committee, the contribution would have been pennisdble, see 11 CFJL 
rM 
»̂  6 §§ 110.1(g).̂  However, assuming that Castte BaUroom diose to be taxed as a partnerahip, 
rM 
^ 7 tiiere is no uuUcation thd Castie BaUroom so mfiirmed tiie Committee, as requhnd by 

^ 8 11 C J.R. § 110.l(8iX5). fit addition, the record mdieates tiud the Conunittee posdbly 
0 
0 9 fidled to attribute the oontribution to the qipropriateCastte Balhoom meiiibei(s), as 
HI 

10 requued by 11 CRR. §§ 110.1(e) and (g)(S)." 

11 AccordiiiEjly, since the activity in question occurred more than five yean ago, and 

12 m fiirtherance of the Commission's priorities and resources, relative to other mattera 

13 pendmg on the Enfinoement docket, tiie Office of Generd Counsd beUevea that the 
14 Ckimmisdon diould exercise its prosectttorid discretion and dismiss this matter. See 

15 Heckler v. Chaney, 470 U.S. 821 (1985). 

^ See generaify Explanation and Jusl̂ leation/brl I C.F.li 110.1̂ : neabnent tfUmiled Liability 
Companies Under tke FederalElection Can̂ alpi Act. 64 Fed. Reg. 37397 (Jdy 12,1999). 

' Rqipean feat fee $1,200 contribution wodd not have been excessive, as set finfe at U.S.C. 
S44lB(aXl)»avanifaariba]ed in its entirety to aqy single Casde Balfanom meniber. Duiiqg the 20QS-2006 
dection cydê  fee linnt fin individud contributions was $2,1W Wrifter Ddna Camahan, Msiy 
Entrap, nn Lewis Reed Bide a eoniribntioq to the Conniiittee during fee 
tymAmn am thm emtMAmtm̂  mnlii ham hmmn £iMiiiltted tn IMIBB mlimiiB^ iaflMtrihiitiflM tn hii r!niimiiHH«» 
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1 RECOMMENDATIONS 

2 The Ofifice of Generd Counsel recommends that the Commission dismiss MUR 

3 6327. dose the fUe. and appSDve tiie appropriate letten. 
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BY: 

Christopher Hugihey 
Acting Generd Counsel 
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